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ABSTRACT
This paper presents a methodology used in support of a contract study for
NASA/MSFC to optimize the design of gas generator hybrid propulsion booster for
uprating the National Space Transportation System (NSTS). The objective was to
compare alternative configurations for this booster approach, optimizing each
candidate concept on different bases, in order to develop data for a trade table
on which a final decision was based. The methodology is capable of processing a
large number of independent and dependent variables, adjusting the overall
subsystems characteristics to arrive at a best compromise integrated design to
meet various specified optimization criteria subject to selected constraints.
For each system considered, a detailed weight statement was generated along with
preliminary cost and reliability estimates.
INTRODUCTION
Hybrid propulsion E;ystems have been recommended for Space Shuttle applica-
tion for over eight years. In 1982, the NASA/MSFC "Shuttle Derived Vehicle
Technology Requirements Study" rated hybrid propulsion technology as the highest
priority of 23 technologies when ranked by economic leverage. In 1987, the
NASA/LRC, "Analysis of Quasi Hybrid Booster Concepts" study recommended that fu-
ture efforts for advanced earth-to-orbit booster systems focus on conventional
hybrid rockets. As a result of increased interest in improving launch vehicle
safety and reliability, the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel Annual Report, March
1990, recognized the capability of hybrid rocket technology to improve Space
Shuttle launch safety and reliability, and to reduce hazardous environmental
conditions that result from the combustion of current solid rocket propellants.
Hybrid rocket propulsion has been used in operational hybrid missiles (Sand-
piper, Firebolt, HAST), and tested from idle to 75,000 ibf thrust in ground
tests, but design algorithms and modeling methods need to be developed and
verified with test data for space booster applications.
This paper presents the results of a conceptual design study to determine
the best hybrid booster configuration for STS application (Ref i). The study
groundruled that the booster should deliver the same thrust versus time profile
as the ASRM (Advanced Solid Rocket Motor). Previous studies have considered the
classic hybrid rocket with a solid fuel and liquid or gaseous oxygen injected at
the forward end of the fuel grain. This study not only examined the classic hy-
brid concept, but also a newer, gas generator concept which uses a solid propel-
lant gas generator to provide a fuel-rich gas that is burned in a combustion
chamber. This concept is similar to the ducted rocket engine except that liquid
oxygen is used instead of air from the atmosphere.
The study developed four configurations of the gas generator concept and
four configurations of the classic hybrid rocket concept. These configurations
were comprised of pump or pressure fed engines with liquid oxygen or hydrogen
peroxide (H202) oxidizer. A design program was used to size the boosters, com-
pute payload capability, and estimate life cycle cost and reliability.
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The best configuration of these eight was selected for design optimization.
Different optimized designs were derived for lowest life cycle cost, greatest
payload capability, lowest cost/payload weight ratio, lowest empty weight, and
lowest gross lift-off weight. A comparison of the independent and dependent
variables for each _esign provides design insight, and provides options for
booster design.
DESIGN PROGRAM
The hybrid propulsion design program was derived from the HAVCD
(Hypervelocity Aerospace Vehicle Conceptual Design) program used in the BP/VIS
(Booster Propulsion/Vehicle Impact Study, Ref. 2). The original code combined
aerodynamic, propulsion, weight, tank sizing and pressurization, trajectory per-
formance, and flyback system design subprograms to design single stage and two
stage to orbit, rocket powered launch vehicles. The basic methodology of the
program was retained, but the subprograms were modified to analyze hybrid rocket
boosters. Figure 1 illustrates the different analysis programs used in the new
code. The weight subprogram serves as the primary analysis routine, with it-
erations between it and the tank sizing, propellant weight, pressure vessels,
and nose section subprograms to achieve a consistent, integrated design that
matches the ASRM thrust profile, figure 2. The performance (i.e.payload capa-
bility), cost, and reliability of the design is evaluated by their respective
subprograms. The optimization capability of the original program was retained
and used on the one best configuration selected from the initial eight con-
figurations. A summary of the optimization technique is described in a follow-
ing section.
AERODYNAMIC MODEL
The aerodynamic: subprogram uses a blend of simplified aerodynamic theory
and empirical relationships which result in acceptable agreement with wind tun-
nel test data. It generates a table of axial and normal aerodynamic force coef-
ficients as a function of Mach number (Mach 0.3 to 20) and angle of attack (-I0
to 60 degrees) based on launch vehicle geometry determined by the weight subpro-
gram. The primary modification to the subprogram from the original version was
to account for the interference drag between the Shuttle external tank and the
hybrid boosters. It was at its maximum when the booster height was the same as
the external tank, and decreased as booster length increased.
WEIGHT MODEL
The weight subprogram collects output from the other interactive subpro-
grams. It calls the appropriate subprograms to get component size, weights, lo-
cations, and center of gravity travel. Since variables in one subprogram influ-
ence calculated variables in other subprograms, the weight subprogram cycles
through all of the other subprograms until system and subsystem weights converge
to a constant value. Data files are created for use by the cost, reliability,
and flight performance subprograms.
LIQUID AND SOLID WEIGHT MODEL
The liquid and solid weight model determines the oxidizer and solid fuel
weight required to match the ASRM thrust versus time profile and specific im-
pulse (Isp) tables in response to the input values of mixture ratio, chamber
pressure, and nozzle expansion ratio. Oxidizer tank ullage is assumed to be 2%
of the total volume. Reserve propellant is assumed to be 2% of the propellant
weight.
PRESSURE VESSEL MODE[
The pressure vessel model determines the pressurant tank volume, tank size
and shape, pressurant mass initially in the pressurant tank and pressurant mass
in the oxidizer tank at thrust termination. The model can use either pure he-
lium or Tridyne (a m_xture of helium, hydrogen, and oxygen) as the pressurant.
TANK AND INTERSTAGE MODEL
The tank and interstage model determines the tank wall thickness (including
gas generator case thickness), ellipsoidal ratio of the dome, and the tank
weight. Upper and lower dome thicknesses are determined from tank pressure and
hydrostatic head pressure developed due to a 3g maximum ascent acceleration.
The tank fabrication process with the IM7 carbon fiber composite material was
assumed to allow tapered wall thickness based on the pressure gradient from
upper to lower dome. The wall thicknesses are evaluated for local buckling and
stiffeners are added_ or a slight increase in wall thickness made if required.
An aluminum liner is used inside the composite shell of the oxidizer tank and
Tridyne tank to prevent direct contact of the fluids with the composite mate-
rial. No insulation is used on the tanks. Other options evaluated, but not
used in the final configurations, were aluminum oxidizer tanks, steel gas gen-
erator case, and inverted aft tank dome to shorten the tank length.
RELIABILITY MODEL
The reliability model computes the reliability of each subsystem and the reli-
ability of the overall system. Depending on the number of required components
and redundant components used in the system, each delivered component reliabil-
ity is calculated and is available to be integrated into the subsystem reliabil-
ity and the overall system reliability.
FLIGHT PERFORMANCE
The flight performance subprogram performs a trajectory simulation of the
launch vehicle to main engine cutoff and analytically determines the OMS propel-
lant to achieve a 150 nmi circular orbit at 28 degree inclination. The orbiter
and external tank weight at lift-off was determined to be 1,840,600 pounds with
1,578,600 pounds of propellant and a delivered vacuum Isp of 452.4 seconds. No
fluids were assumed lost from the launch vehicle during ascent except propellant
delivered to the engines. The flight profile was a vertical ascent to a point
where a gravity turn would deliver the vehicle to a perigee altitude of 50 nmi.
The orbiter's OMS engines are used to circularize the orbit.
COST MODEL
The life cycle cost (LCC) model was developed using experience from launch
vehicle and commercial aircraft programs. As in most parametric cost models,
weight is the primary input into the costing algorithms.
The cost algorithms for the hybrid booster are comprised of several el-
ements as illustrated in figure 3. Within the categories of hardware, support,
facilities, ground s_upport equipment, and launch operations, the cost associated
with each line item is estimated separately.
Design engineering cost is estimated component by component. The cost is
assumed to vary according to the equation:
Engineering Dollars = A*B*C*D*(wt) E
w_ere: A = complexity factor
B = off-the-shelf factor
C = design maturity factor
D = cost coefficient
E = cost exponent
Each component is assigned a design cost coefficient (D) and cost exponent
value (E) based on historical data for a design with average complexity, no
off-the-shelf characteristics, and a low design maturity. The complexity factor
(A) usually varies between 0.5 and 2.0 to adjust the cost for lower or higher
design complexity. The off-the-shelf factor varies between 1.0 and 0.0 to ad-
just the cost for some percentage of off-the-shelf characteristics. The design
maturity factor usually varies between 1.0 and 0.0 to reflect the level of de-
sign maturity, such as obtained from component demonstrations (.80 factor) or
tests of engineering models (.45 factor).
The Manufacturing cost is estimated in a similar manner as the Design Engi-
neering cost. The cost equation is:
E
Manufacturing Dollars = A*B*C*D*(wt)
where: A = complexity factor
B = material factor
C = learning curve cumulative factor
D = cost coefficient
E = cost exponent
Each component is assigned a manufacturing cost coefficient (D) and expo-
nent value (E) based on average manufacturing complexity, aluminum or steel ma-
terial, and one unit. The complexity factor (A) adjusts the cost for lower or
higher than average manufacturing complexity. The material factor accounts for
the relative cost of manufacturing and raw materials. For example, carbon com-
posite has a factor of 1.14. The learning curve cumulative factor accounts for
multiple quantities of a component and the learning curve effect on cost as
shown in figure 4. After calculating the manufacturing dollars, a 5% addition
is made to account for the subsystem assembly effort. To account for final as-
sembly and checkout, this 5% subsystem cost is added to the manufacturing dol-calcu-
he sum is multiplied by 15%. The support function costs are
lars and t - _e de=i "n and manufacturing costs as shown in figure 5.
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The facilities cost is based on historical data as shown in figures 6-8.
The facilities initial spares cost is computed as the sum of 2% launch & control
center cost, 7% pad & site preparation cost, 2% vehicle assembly building cost.
The ground support equipment cost is based on historical data as shown in
figures 9-12. The ground support equipment initial spares cost is computed as
the sum of 5% launch control GSE cost, 15% pad GSE cost, 7% integration, assem-
bly, checkout cost, and 50% mobile equipment GSE cost. The ground sector soft-
ware cost is computed based on the number of lines of code for test and check-
out, and lines of code for real time instrumentation, shown in figure 13.
The items comprising launch operations cost are a function of gross weight
and launch weight, except that oxidizer cost is simply the cost of oxidizer
loaded into the booster, shown in figure 13.
DESIGN STUDY
Figure 14 illustrates the four basic configurations. Each of the basic
configurations were evaluated with LOX and H202 oxidizer, making a total of
eight configuration:_. The overall vehicle diameter was set at 12 feet to be
close to the ASRMdiameter, and the chamberpressure was assumedto be 1,000
psia. To match the ASRMthrust profile, the maximumoperating pressure occurs
about i0 secondsinto the burn and is approximately i,i00 psia. The nozzle area
ratio was set at 15. A mixture ratio was selected to produce the highest vacuum
Isp, and the ratio washeld constant for the entire burn. A non-metalized fuel
formulation (ARCADENE399C)with very little hydrogenchloride in the exhaust
wasused. Fuel grain geometrywas not optimized, but consideration was given to
avoid high port velocities which could cause erosive burning. IM7 graphite com-
posite structural material was used extensively. All configurations were ex-
pendableand used ablative nozzles and thrust chambers.
Weight allocations for thrust vector control, electronics, instrumentation,
aft skirt, connecting truss, and nose cone were based on values corresponding to
the current SpaceShuttle Solid Rocket Booster. The gas generator configurations
used gas from the main gas generator to power the turbopumps. The classic hy-
brid configurations used methane burned with some oxidizer to power the
turbopumpsand to gasify the oxidizer prior to injection into the fuel grain.
Tridyne, a mixture of helium, hydrogen, and oxygen, was used for oxidizer
tank pressurization in the pressure fed configurations. It is flowed through a
catalytic bed to produce a hot mixture of helium and water vapor. Tank pres-
surization in the pumpfed configurations was accomplishedusing helium stored
at ambient temperature to satisfy pumphead requirements.
Incorporated into each design was a goal for high reliability. This goal
was apportioned to each major componentusing historical data. The oxidizer
feed system incorporated redundancyby using four turbopumpsand a size which
would satisfy flow requirements with one failure. A 1.6 factor of safety was
used on structure to assure high reliability. The final reliability assessment
determined that system reliability wasabout the samefor the gas generator and
classic hybrid concepts, 0.9985 and 0.9987, respectively.
The life cycle cost (LCC)for each configuration was estimated using a con-
stant flight rate of one flight per month. As shownin figure 15, the lowest
LCCwasprovided by the pumpfed gas generator hybrid with LOXoxidizer, and the
highest wasprovided by the classic hybrid with pressure fed H202. Figure 16
illustrates the comparisonof LCC/payloadweight ($/ib). This is the sametrend
as the comparisonof LCCin figure 15, but the H202pressure fed gas generator
configuration, and both LOXand H202pressure fed classic configuration have
muchhigher $/ib becauseof their lower payload capability.
Figure 17 illustrates the gross lift-off weight (GLOW)comparison of the
configurations. As shown, the configurations with LOXoxidizer are lower weight
than with H202, and pumpfed configurations are lower weight than pressure fed.
The GLOWof the gas generator hybrid configurations are about the same as the
corresponding classic hybrid configurations.
The selected ccnfiguration for further analysis was the pumpfed gas gen-
erator hybrid with LOXoxidizer because it had the lowest LCCand the classic
hybrid presented higher developmentrisk due to the scaling uncertainties as-
sociate with the complex interactions betweenthe oxidizer and the solid fuel
grain. Figure 18 showsthe detailed size and weight data computedby the hybrid
design program for the selected configuration.
OPTIMIZATIONSTUDY
OPTIMIZATION TECHNIQU_
The optimization technique was presented in a previous JANNAF paper (Ref.
3). In summary, the ARES (Airframe Responsive Engine Selection) optimization
methodologyis illustreted in Figure 19. In this four step process, a Design
Selector determines specific designs to be analyzed. The numberof designs de-
pends on the numberof independent variables (sometimes called design vari-
ables). Figure 20 showsthe savings in analysis time with the ARES technique
comparedto a ,,traditional" carpet plot optimization technique. As shown for
six independent variables, for example, 49 designs must be synthesized and
evaluated whenusing the ARESmethod, while over 4,000 would be required to per-
form the samelevel of analysis with a traditional approach. The time savings
is substantial whenone considers that approximately 30 minutes is required to
completely synthesize one design with the design program. The numberof levels
required, seven in this example, indicates that the 49 designs are comprised of
designs using seven intermediate values of the independent variables determined
by the methodof orthogonal Latin squares. The numberof AREScases is always
the square of the numberof levels.
The secondstep, as shownin figure 19, is to evaluate the designs with the
hybrid booster design computer program. The objective is to determine values of
dependentvariables (sometimescalled performancevariables) for each design.
In the third step, a data regression is performed to fit quadratic curves
to the data. The analysis includes only those terms in the equation which are
mathematically determined to be significant. Eachdependentvariable has its
ownequation in terms of the independent variables.
In the fourth and final step, optimizations are performed on the quadratic
curves. The program uses the methodof steepest descent, optimizations can be
performed in different waysby constraining dependentvariables and fixing se-
lected independent variables. For this study, only unconstrained optimizations
were performed, since the quadratic curves approximate the dependentvariables,
part of the fourth step is to input the optimumindependent variable value intothe booster sizing and trajectory performancecomputer program to determine the
dependentvariable values for greater accuracy.
Figure 21 illustrates the four independent variables used in this optimiza-
tion analysis. As indicated in figure 20, 25 designs must be evaluated with 5
different levels of ir_dependentvalues. As shownon the left of figure 21, each
variable wasassigned minimumand maximumvalues for the study. The 5 levels
for nozzle expansion ratio, for example, were 7.0, 11.5, 16.0, 20.5, and 25.0.
similarly, the other variables are divided into 5 levels, and the Design Selec-
tor uses the methodof orthogonal Latin squares to determine the 25 designs,
represented by different combinations of independent variables, that must be
evaluated. The hybrid booster design programwasused to determine the depen-
dent variable values, shownat the right of figure 21, for each of the 25 de-
signs.
OPTIMIZATION RESULTS
Five different optimizations were performed and compared to the baseline
design. These optimizations were:
i) Minimum life cycle cost/ibm payload
2) Maximum payload weight
3) Minimum life cycle cost
4) Minimum empty weight
5) Minimum gross lift-off weight
Figure 22 illustrates the optimum values of the four independent variables
for each of these optimizations. As shown, for maximum payload weight, the di-
ameter should be as low as possible. The horizontal crosshatched bar indicates
the limit of the variable for the study. Although the optimizations can be ex-
trapolated outside the range of the regression data base, the limits were
retained for best accuracy and to prevent designs that would be unrealistic to
manufacture. MinimumLCChad the greatest diameter. Mixture ratio was close to
the baseline value foc minimum$/ib and maximumpayload weight, but it was at
its maximumlimit for minimumLCCand GLOW. It was slightly less than the
baseline value for minimumempty weight. Chamber pressure was approximately
1800 psia for most optimizations, but it was at its lower limit for minimum
empty weight, and close to the baseline value for minimum GLOW. optimum nozzle
expansion ratio followed the chamber pressure trend except that it was at its
maximum value for minimum GLOW.
Figure 23 illustrates the optimum dependent variable values. Life cycle
cost was close to the baseline value except that some reduction was obtained for
the design that was optimized for minimum LCC. Surprisingly, the LCC for the
minimum empty weight was significantly greater than the other designs. The pay-
load capability was slightly greater than the baseline for most designs, except
that it was less for the minimum empty weight and minimum GLOW designs. The
S/ibm payload was lower than the baseline for the minimum S/ibm design, maximum
payload design, and minimum LCC design. The results indicate that lower S/ibm
can be achieved though a design with lowest LCC rather than maximum payload, al-
though the design for true minimum S/ibm is significantly different (as shown by
figure 22). GLOW is approximately the same for the designs, except that the
minimum empty weight design actually had significantly higher GLOW. The booster
length follows the _nverse of the diameter relation with the longer boosters
corresponding to the smaller diameters, and vice-versa.
CONCLUSIONS
The initial comparison of eight hybrid booster configurations, including
pump and pressure fed options, LOX and H202 oxidizer options, and gas generator
and classic hybrid concepts, showed that the pump fed, gas generator configura-
tion with LOX oxidizer had the lowest LCC and S/Ibm payload. The gas generator
concept is also attractive because of its lower development risk.
Through the use of advanced structural materials and an optimized design,
over 40% increase in payload capability can be achieved compared to that pro-
vided by the ASRM. The design optimization study showed that the lowest S/ibm
payload is achieved with a higher chamber pressure than used in the baseline ve-
hicle (1800 versus i000 psia). The minimum empty weight design had the highest
LCC and GLOW, indicating that studies that simply minimize empty weight in lieu
of performing a LCC analysis could be in error.
The results of this analysis indicate substantial increase in payload capa-
bility, reliability, safety at relatively low cost can be achieved with hybrid
propulsion. Supporting test demonstrations are required to validate the perfor-
mance assumptions.
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Tech System Man£q_ment:
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H^T£R1ALT INJ CARSON TZHEN
OirrsIo DIAMETER* 8._-SFt
_ONC _T* 2.9_rt
UOHE ?HIO(+- 2.S691.
It_Z? U[IC.To _SST.9_Lb
HE O£)¢t[T, $1?0.oOLb
_N1T rHEAS. IOOO_,PSI_
--o R£LIU_ TA_n_ VA_VItI: SYStE_ ---
HA rl_o VAVLt _'T. l_,SlLb
r_t._SL_S _Zt;UL_ltm Vl. l?._lL_
HE SCaN'ICE V_LVA _1- 2_.UlL_
TOI^L VALVE _'T* 77._)L_
--- II_T_ STAC,£ (NO$£ TO OX t,_e_) *--
R_I_XIALI _21_-TS7 ALUHIt_JH
I)_A TOP, l*.OOEI
LtHG?n • _,O0_ t
t'ALL ?111C1_.- O.O_O£n
CC TI_O_ TOT* 2.5OFt
_t;ATIO_ FW#. /_(IS r TIP. 1|+SIFt
.-. O_ClPlZH_ TAme o*-
HA?LI:I,,t*_ IH? CA_HO_ Tl|r.R
O_ AN£TE_- _.OUPt
UTT£H DON[ THInlY,° 0,03_I.
CZL T_Z¢_.o O,1111n
O) Tkt_l: rot= " 9_39,s_rr_
TOT OXIDIZLI_ _lGUt, 6)J_.63_b
R£$SOUAL OXlVI_R- IVY.I_L_
111$Ul-_EIo_l- O.O_LH
SN:I U¢IGIIT° G?tSl2.LSLb
ZHIT. CrC'+ r.._ CTL Tot. _o.:?_
urP_H POt_£ tl_£ss- y_.r$1_
LO_'AZIO_* ZHO_ FPJSL Tlr. l_+sort
O>:IDIZ[H VALVE V] 2AI.17Lb
O_DIZSH tYRO VT o 1_O.59Lb
HE,HI,HE THkOTTLE VALV£_- 3_._ _Lb
O_ S£_CE VALVL VT o tZO._SLb
O_ H[LtLT WLVZ _rt . _._LH
tOTAL VALVE VT |7_0.23L_
._- |OO$? Pm:T $1tt ---
DIAHET£_o 1.39Tt
VEIGXT/rUHT. 2_2.16Lb
DELTA r- $_._Pz$1A
poise ?o_H° AS7
N5° PSZ_
vAro_ PH£$° I_.3¢T$_A
LOCATION _OH N05t T;T. IS2.StT(
o-. _AZN PUHH °*-
DIAHt?£_= t.SSTt
UtlCH?/ZO_:T. 62).9_LH
O£LTA T* IO_._SPSIA
HOHSH TOYEd. T_5_
HAs 1995
VATS0 P_£$* I_.)_PS]A
LocATION T_O_ Ho$_ T:$- 15_.2)Tc
OVEHALL LCHGT_* 166,6_Ft
CUT or_ _T. 1068_2.77L_
EHP_O£O ru£L u[IcHl. _610_.69Lb
TVC PJEL THOP.- O.OOLb
TOTAL [XTCHOEO ZROPSLLMrr. 1106295._BLS
CUE OFF C.G.- IOt+72Ft
ST^_TIHC Pc.1OO0,O0 TStl
NUHO_J_OF HYSK£P UN£IS.I
OV£1_LL L_r:l_.10._lTt
CTL LEN. O.OOPI
U£1GHT= IS23.SSLE
TO HOTTOH ° 10.9lYE
L_NGTH* 5.OSF_
CYL L[N° o.oorx
CTL TalCS-.. 0,O_In
$,UT_,_N V£1¢HT* 35¢4.O_LH
¢,O. _oH CYL TOT- 2.sire
TIHAL TH£SS- I_JTSZ^
OOA_ITT. 2
QUAI_TtTY. 1
QU_J_T!TY- l
DIA SOT" I_.OOFT
_[1G_?- l_7.03Lb
AEIT_SIE_$ _£OUIILEO- O
TO SUTTOHo 2SoO|F_
TM_. LE_G?U. 70.31rE
CTL L[-'_° OI,2TF_
LOatH OOH£ TX1CK.* O.0?ZIm
HTlrFZN_HS IEOUSC:D* 0.
VESSEL VEZGHT. 2_42.97Lb
X[_£HV[ O_OIZtNol32OS-HILb
TN[T EAS VEICGT° l153.SlL_
0_ LINL_. |276.06LH
tHTT¥ VEIGHT. 3_lS.O1Lb
rI_^L C._.. 21.16r_
LO_EZ [,OH[ I'_,S55- 18?.ZSIA
TO BOTTOH° 8_.2OFt
QU_IT]TV. 6
0UAErITY-
OUk_TITT- 1
OUMITITY- 1
LENGTH° l.$_Pt
TOTAL _'To ll^S.66L5
FLONEAZ£/TUHP. 162H.SSLb/S¢©
SPEED* 196ORT_
T_Hr [FFI¢I£NCZo 77.97Z
£_LET 7HESS.- 2$.oors£&
Zum' CG FHON TOt- O.77Ft
TU DOTTOt;* l_l.2_Ft
LEHGTH* 2.27Ft
TOTAL VT. 2ASS.7?LH
FLOV_A?[/P_ATo 162|,S9LH/51c
sr££o° _US_NTH
TL_T £PIICI£XCYo $3+06t
IHLCT TR£$5.o 79._PSIA
TUHP CO FROm TOP* 1,14Ht
lU HOTTOH- iSS.S0_
TURHIN£ TAbUlATE. 7_2.01Lb/Se¢ TU_S$_£ T£HP£P_ATUHE. 1SOOT
lAP _£_uc_o ST O.S_ TUSL HCOUI_£D° _976JOLb
TOTAL PUHT kSS£_. LtN- 3*SITE TOTAL TUHT A_StH, _IGNT. 366_._3Lb
--- OXIOIZ_H _OT£LLA_'T L[_S TO COHSUSTION CU_SEN .-.
, OX LZrE O_^.* 7,OOI_ LgHGTH° 6_.B9Ft
N_SST OF L1_£$. 4 VEZCXTILZH£. 3_s.g?Lb
--- HULLO TU[L CAS_ 0..
NAT£_IAL_ ]H1 CARBON rIOtS
DOHC mE. 4.19rE CYL L[_- 51.22T¢
RAT|O PORT TO THROAT ANNA. ]*HA IHZT PO_T _*_O.° _._3Yt
AOLSD CASES° I C_tZX LENGTH. Sl.22Ft
UP?£R DOH£ TH;CI_... 0.3701n- CYL TH|CI_.. O.6272n
] STI_rE_EHS HCOUZH£D. 0. AVE O£L I5_*29].66SEC
CASt VEIGHT. IIlIZ.BOL_
" - TOTAL FUEL VSZGKTo ¢SSO26.7BLb
RESERVS FUEL. ST22JO9LH XNSULAlIOH. 3039,68Lb
INIT VC_CHT. 4_9G?H.25Lb tHT_Z UEIGBT. l_6_2+47Lb
lO_ITEh 500+0 Lb
_:a,_I_NG PRESS° 10oo,r$1_ H_XZHtJk; P_£$S. _089.PSZ_
LOCAT]_I THOH HOSt T_P. l_.oort 10 OOTTO_. 136,41Ft
:'-- CHIrr]ICIEST REC'rTON ...
N_TER|AL_ IN? CJJ_ON FIBEH
C_S£ v£IGEr. 3_,31LE Z_SULAT_ON. 3229.9OLb
TOTAL VT° _79.&lLH CO FEOK TOP° I.SZFI
L_GTH. 3.sort OUTLET DZA.- $,47Tt
LOCATZOH F_OH NOSE TIT° l)6,41Yt TO OOTTOH. IA0,22Ft
_L GG IHJ_--TON
]NJECIOR DIA.. $.4?Ht LE_G'TH= |,OO_n
V£_GHT° _704.1SLb
LOCATION F_0N NOSE TIP* |*0.liFt TO HOTTO_= lAO,89Pt
.--- COHBUSTION C_AH|ER ..o
KAT£XIALI ;X7 CA_ON FIS_
V£ZGNT CmA_tES- 138.16Lb O£1G_" SN$. 2203,46Lb
TOTAL VT. 2421.62Lb CC P_o_ TOP. 2,_Tt
OALL T.XC_.. O+2Oza XHSULXTIO_ THZC'_,. 5.00S_
LtHETH. S.ooEt O_T$ID£ DIA.. 5._PZt
LOCATTOH EHOH NOSE TIH* l_O.ssrt TO OOT_OH. l_S.09rt
--- THROAT S|ZH ---
Tt;_OAT ID D_AHST_o 3.SEpt LEI;OTH° &.tOFt
V£_GHT._6_36,26Lb CG FHOH tOT. 26._SFt
LOCATION FHOK FrOSt TIP. I_S.lSrt TO SOTTON. _O,_rt
--- _OZZL£ SIZE --.
D%A. R_ZZ_£ _X_To 14.97Tt LE_H° _8.]6Pt
WHICH1. STII._2Lb £XP R_TZO. 13.O
CG THOH TOP- 6,1Hrt
LOCATZO_ £ROH NPS£ T_p° 130._TI TO OOTTO_. 166.64E!
--- "P/C ACTUAZOH -+.
V£ZGHT. 232S,OOLb
--- lASt SKIRT SZZE -..
HATCHIALz 2229°T|7 ALUF_Ntn(
OIA TOP. l_.oor_ DZA lASt. 13,£8TT
LENGTH. 20.95E_ V£ZGHT=ISZ2Z*OOLb
GG ZROH 1UP° ]O,4?rt
_OCAT]ON THO_ NOSE TZP- 136.&lRt TO |or_oN_ |J7+)_FI
HooErEH TO COKE TRUSS ---
TRUSS V£_0BT. 1165._6Lb
"*-* BOOSTrJ SET^HAT,OH 5YSTZ_
r SEPArATIoN STST[_ VEIGHTo IAl?.OOLb ....
--- RANC£ SAFLrl"T -..
I_;£ SATL'T¥ V£JGl_'°l_6,0OLb
i
+,-,.J ,)], ++ ++-',..
+-++.,-+,++ +r.*,.,"/
OR / E,_;,, _
_. 2. R'A_I_ SIZING ANDTRAJECTORY PERFORMANCE
SIMULATOR_
3. DATA REGRESSOR
k
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4. _fSTEM OPTI MIZATIONFrRADES______
'_e_U_b'_RAINED OPTIMIZATIONS ]
e_CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATIONS
• PARAMETRIC TRADES
• SENSITIVITIES
• POINT DESIGNS
r_
Figure _1_: ARES Optimization Methodology
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Figure 2: Design Selector Case Definition Relationship
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